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A city is basically a geographical unit, not a thetical object’ for sociological
analysis — that was the conclusion of a profountcal appraisal of sociological
concepts for the study of urban phenomena (Saurd@&%). In urban theorey there are
plenty attempts to create a theory of ‘the urbardfahe urban structure. They all failed
in the end, because they run into the dilemma sfrabtion in order of to find common
characteristics of cities in general, necessagtyarding them as universal formations.
The most prominent approach in this tradition wasgetbped by the ‘Chicago-School’,
but also other generalising approaches have beperded predominantly by American
scholars. Today we face the situation that condeptarban analysis are dominated by
views from US-America — despite the obvious fabgttspatial and social reality in
European cities is far away of what we can reathis literature. In this paper | firstly
will discuss some problems of abstract or univeeggdroaches to urban development,
secondly uotline the thereotical construct of tBerbpean City’, and finally present

some doubts on the use of this concept today.

Max Weber's analysis of the ‘occidental city', tfipsiblished in the 20ies of the 20
century (see Weber 2000), today usually is seeabaslete for contemporary urban
studies, because the autonomous medevial city doe®xist any more. For urban
research two analytical concepts have been critictie 20" century, which refrained
from taking into account geographical peculiaritiéise socio-ecological (Chicago-
School) and the Marxist approach. Also the mosémecreation of a new ‘city type’,
the Global City concept, is conceptialized as avenmsial category. But there are now
attempts to revitalise the notion resp. the categbrthe 'European City' — and | will

refer to these in the end of this paper.



The first sociological analysis of the ‘metropolstems from Georg Simmel (1903),
who had been living in Berlin at the turn from th@" to the 28 century. Robert Park,
one of the founders of the Chicago-School hasnedeto lectures of Simmel in Berlin
(see Lindner , and Louis Wirth has taken literalyot from Simmel for his famous
article on ‘The ‘Urban Way of Life’ — without meptiing Simmel at all. In a very short
scetch on the history of urban sociological the(sge for an extended discussion
HaulRermann/Siebel 2004) I'll try to make it undanstable, why the notion of the

'‘European City' is discussed again today.
1. Smmel

Georg Simmel became the first 'urban sociolodistugh his essay on ‘The Metropolis
and Mental Life’ (1903). He was interested in tlhiture of big cities, and in the effects
of space. For him the big city represented the esgecmodernity - a notion that is
understandable if you think of the sharp social anltural differences between rural

and urban areas at that time in the industrialcadtries.
Very roughly summarized Simmel develops two congept

a) He stated, that social relations are special (fanat, segmented) in big cities, that
urban life enables individualization, and that fiyiin big cities has effects on
bahaviour (keeping distance to other urban dwéllansl on mentalitiea certain
coolness, arrogance etcThe city makes you rootless, but at the same tirigethe
space where you can be liberated from social cbatrd traditional ties. The big

city marked the transition from community to sogiet

b) For Simmel the city is the space of the ‘money ecoyl (“Geldwirtschaft)”, social
relations and exchanges are becoming more and immrersonal. The ongoning
division of labour and competition in a limited spacreate economic and cultural

differentiation, specialisation and innovation.

Both concepts are bound to the heterogeneity araand to the spatial density of
interactions — to be different is awarded in anaarbontext, in contrast to rural areas,
where adaption to homgenious local communities e@nahded. The Urban is

inresolvable connected to money economy, which smeaadernisation — capitalism



meant modernity. At the beginning of the™€entury ‘modernity’ was limited to big

cities.

Simmel gave clue for the notion, that the three etisions of ‘the Urban’
(heterogeneity, density and size) form a univecaggory for 'the City' — as later Louis
Wirth has developed it. In Simmel's view there washing specific European in the

emergence of modern urbanism.
2. Chicago School

The Chicago School tied in with Simmel's basic glaad generalized andreified it: the
definition of 'the urban' was verbalized as theuianeitiy of heterogeneity, density
and big size of a location, leaving aside the baemdition of the ‘money economy’.

The thinned definition, given by Wirth, was thougist universal: all cities should show

similar cultures, social relations and spatial duies.

Adapting ecological theory the Chicago School tfamsed Simmel's ‘money
economy’ into a 'natural' phenomenon: competitiod ‘gtruggle’ were seen as the basic
dynamic forces of urban development. The urban miymavas conceived as the
struggle between groups, which formed the basidabaanits of the city. The
segregation of groups — ethnic, national, raciatiad etc. — was conceived as the
formation of ‘natural areas’. So the city was sesna 'mosaic of small worlds', as a
balanced patchwork of communities in which the éfandividuals was embedded. In
this view, the urban communities cared for soamadtool, individualization was seen as
a danger, as the risk of desintegration — and s@& #rm of emancipation as Simmel

had seen it.

The approach of the Chicago School became the daimin paradigm for urban
research in the 40ies and 50ies. With this paraditpo the idea of the convergence of
spatial structures and socio-economic developmehtl big cities became popular.
Because the ecological approach explained the usbacture predominantly by so-
called natural forces, politics could be neglectethlly. This provided a perfect
fundament for the thesis of convergence betweeteEaand Western cities, between
US and Europe, between First and Third World citigse socio-spatial structure of a

city was theorized as the result of demographictaodnological chamges.



The theories of the Chicago-School have already Iheavily critized from a Marxist
perspective (see f.e. Castells 1977, GottdienegiReB®988). In the early 70ies Brian
Berry (1973), a geographer, had already made amptt to introduce cultural
differences in the analysis of urban developmestirdjuishing between different paths
of urbanisation in different parts of the world. M&as furiously attacked by David
Harvey (1975) for this, because Harvey saw alksitbound into a world system, in

which each city, in the first or the third worldyudd be positioned.

3. Marxism

The Chicago approach was challenged in the latdbg@ke revival of Marxist theories
and analytical concepts. At the same time in Geynaard Austria, in France and Italy,
in the UK and the USA in all social scientific digines Marxist concepts have been
revitalized, and in urban studies the ecologicgdrapch was critizised as 'politic-free’
and ahistoric. Urban policies in the context of paditical-economic approach have
been analyzed mainly as a result of economic trefuks power structure was given by
the capitalist economic system. So in ‘New Urbagi&@ogy’ again a universal model
of urban development, now based on economic asagl been created, valid only for
capitalist societies - in many cases not very disteom the ecological theory. The
Marxist theory is an approach to analyze capitalisictures (societies). So it was clear
from the beginning, that socialist cities could @ analyzed with this theoretical
instruments — actually there was given little ditanto the cities in the so-called
socialist countries. Socialist cities didn't playade in the 'New Urban Sociology'. In
Marxist perspective the city has been conceivethaglace of collective consumption
— and the struggle for good infrastructures was seepart of the class-struggle, which

had it's center in the sphere of production.

A more recent development of the historic-matestadipproach was the regulationist
school, in which politics and economy are boundetbgr in the concept of Fordism,
which means a historic compromise between capitalstate and labour in favour of a
growth policy. This theoretical concept allowedniging in politics, and to anyalze

policies and changes at the local level as actafritbe local state. Political economic



analysis provided the possibility, to distinguishetween developed and
‘'underdeveloped' countries and cities, and to gttention to political power in urban
analysis (Walton 1993).

This theory was not conceived as universal as tégical approach was, but for the
capitalist world it basically emanated from similgatterns of urban development or
urban structures — dependent on the stage of edondevelopment. A certain

economic determinism or functionalism often coukl dbserved in the 'New Urban

Sociology'-literature.

4. The Global City

A prominent contemporary concept for urban studigbat of the 'Global City' — based
on the idea of a 'world city’, that was developpbdut 20 years ago by Friedman and
Wolff (1982). The phrase 'Global City' — coined Bgskia Sassen (1991) - became
popular, and more and more is used as a concepstibald help us to understand the
urban changes relating to the globalization of wweltand the economy. The basic
message was: the globalisation of the economyeseanew type of cities, the Global
City, which serve as ground stations for globalreroic actions, as nodes in global
networks, as places of control of global flows.sTts basically a economic geographic
categorization. But the ‘Global City’-binds certaacial consequeneces to this this type
of cities: they should be marked by a concentratibhigh level service functions, by
spatial fragmentation, and by social polarisatibhey are ‘dual cities’: split into a
small world of globally related activities on theeoside, and into a growing number of
very badly payed slave-like workers on the othdesiwho produce the amenities for

the needs of the new service sector elite.

There are serious critics especially about the gsihion, that the ‘Global City’ is a
universal urban type — regardless of the natiooatext. Critics say, that there is no
direct link between the Global and the Local, dmat the social consequences, Sassen
has stated as typical for Global Cities, are eitiwrseen everywhere, or that they are
consequences of processes which are not necedsddy to this city type. Prétéceille

and Hamnett have shown, that polarisation of incolmes not take place in Paris and



London — two of the so called Global Cities. Insteh dualisation they find a growing
difference of earnings: a strong growth of highlyatified proefessional service jobs
with high earnings, and a lower growth of the inedievel in the lower paid jobs — but
still a growth. All income groups in these two e#i are moving upwards, so all
employed are earning more. The poor and the lowAr@Egroups seem to be protected
better than the Global City thesis would suggeke model for a Global City was New
York — and New York may be the only Global Citythe sense of the ‘Global City’-

concept.

Cities which perform as nodes in the global netwaske not forming one new type
with respect to the social structure, rather they a@so different — dependent on the
national context, on local traditions, and on tlsipon cities have as political units or
as political subjects (compare Lehto 2000). It seénis not by chance, that you find
these differences between New York on the one sidd, Paris and London on the
other. The brings us to the idea of a specific paam tradition, of the model of a

'‘European City'.

5. Max Weber and the European City

The idea to define the European City in comparisorf.e. the Oriental City was

developed by Max Weber. He was not an urban thie@et but Weber was interested
in why the European cities had become the birtlgptEacapitalism in medevial times —
whereas in cities in other continents no such agreéent could be observed. As the

most relevant characteristics, which make the wfiee, he stated the following four:
- the market function with an autonomous trade police
- autonomous legislation and jurisdiction;

- the character of an association the city had —a# wot just a place, it was a social

unit;
- political autonomy, self-administration, and sedftermination.

"A special 'status as citoyen' (Blrgerstand) as medium of status privileges was the

characteristic of the city in the political senglax Weber). This was never the case in



China, India or in Japan. The inhabitants of theéopean cities, in fact of central
European cities, established a formal community, draternity
(“schwurgemeinschaftliche Verbriderung”) by swear,conjuratio. The fraternity
served for protection of the property, only landewaformed this fraternity. They
represented the interests of the urban citizentadtSurger”). In the beginning they
formed a temporary association, but later on a paant organization. The big success
of the urban economy was closely related to thegselernment of the cities, and the

citizens had to get involved into urban (localpaf.

The city in Max Weber's concept is not a physi¢alcture, but a political association.
He does not talk about consequences of space,rbtlieoconsequences of a distinct
social and political institution, the core of whistas the self-administering urban
“Burgertum”, the urban civil society. The city isrceived as a distinct society — in the
same way as a state. This is the base of thetfattin Europe you found a civilsation
with the sharpest polarity between the city anddbentryside. Up to the beginning of
modernity the boarder between the urban and rucaldwvas marked through walls,
and these walls formed the boarder between diffesenieties. This was only so in

Europe.

Because of these characteristics of cities, by lwhleey distinguished themselves
sharply from the surrounding feudal countrysidsjde of the walls that economic and
political dynamism could develop, which became fbendation of the occidental
modernity. In the city one was free from peonagef tlenied most parts of the rural
population the existence as a responsible humargbadust the belonging to the urban
population meant an incredible social upwards nigbicompared to the rural
population. The cities were the places of socidl antural innovation. This progress in
civilization made the European cities to a symbioiodernization — as long as they
could act as autonomous corporate actors. Withirntberporation of the autonomous
cities into the territorial states, havin takencelaunder absolutism, they lost their
special legal status, the citizens of the citiesabge citizens of the states. But the cities

continued to be the centers of cultural and ecooanmovations.



The end of the cities as autonomous units initiates decling significance of Max
Weber's analysis. As from now the cities were imteen with the national economy
and the national society, they did not form a sgesociety any more — and so the
model of the European city lost relevance. But 8iigre are obvious indicators of big
differences between European cities and big célsswhere: the physical structure is
distinct as the political system and social coheeess well. Is a model of 'the European

City" still alive?

6. The European City today
a. The social organisation of the European City

Today the ,citoyen’ ("Stadtburger”) is a mythic gett in the debate about the urban
future, because he played a crucial role for theeldpment of the European urban
culture. His economic and political energies arensas most important ingredients of
the social capital of the cities still today. Thestbric role of the “Stadtbirger” is
thought of as follows: The owners of the buildirgsa city were identical with the
users: on street level you found the shops, artiérupper floors the offices and the
living-rooms — this formed a social and economidt wn a small parcel of land.
Economic success and social integration were glasédted to the parcel of land in the
city. But with industrialization a fundamental clganof the social structure and of the
social organization of the city started. With inttaBzation a ,big equalizer’ seemed to
have overcome the cities — and this was the ertdeobourgois city. But the profile of
the European City can still be recognized if itc@mpared to the U.S., where the

forming and the growth of cities did not start uitdustrialization.
b. The social organisation of the American City

The American city was the place of a radical motgrnt's spatial and social
development has been subject to the dictate ofrtheket. The use of land followed
exclusively the demand of private investors, anel value of a place is determined
alone by the market. The low regulated developrtesds to a sharp segregation of the

different groups of the population by income, stadnd ethnicity. The performance of



neighbourhoods is predominantly dependent on ecanaycles. Local traditions,
social concerns or respect to an urban culturealay a significant role. The city
center is not a place of identification with, bsita ,central business district’' (CBD), in
which culture and housing do not play a significeoié’. In the American city usually
the tenement houses are owned by landlords livingide of the city, who are not
interested in ,the city* as a social affair, bue@ominantly - if not only - in the gains
they could make out of the properties. The probténabsentee ownership' as a cause

for the decline of inner-city neighbourhoods is klown.
c. The heritage of the European City in the 19" and 20" century

In Europe already in the second half of the 19tugn- supported by remarkable parts
of the enlightened bourgoisie — a broad opposttias been formed against a market-led
urban development, which was seen as responsiblthéodeep social contradictions
and for the inhuman living conditions of the lowaasses in the cities. Even Friedrich
Engels' report on Manchester can be seen as agpdvburgois concern over the
antisocial effects of the urban environment. Wherdsough the bourgois revolutions
liberal priciples have been introduced in the faioraof the urban environment and in
the provision of housing, and whereas the localigraents were dominated by an
instituionalized majority of landlords, in the Epean cities an urban regime has been
established in which the particular economic irgexevere forced to find compromises
with social responsibilities and the interests lo¢ ity as a whole (they set good
examples in health politics, in the slow improveimehhousing, and in anti-poverty-
initiatives, at least in caring for the poor). Tleisn be seen as the creation of an urban

regime, that felt responsible for ,the city’ in &uropean countries.

So the model of a “moderate modernity” (Kaelble @0Bas been created, based on the
strong influence of the public administration orbam development, which can be

characterized by the following:

! This has changed to a certain extent in the postmageriod, when culture itself became more and
more a commodity and an object of business.
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Public property of land has been collected and mctated, which enabled the
cities to play an important role in the decisiomstbe use-structure of the urban
area, and which gave them the opportunity to gi@nurban structure in a long-term

perspective.

After initial negative experiences with private ave the infrastructure for water-
and energy-provision and the transport system wgenized as a public affair. This
,municipal socialism‘ was effective and broughtmgior the public budget, and it

provided an often perfect infrastructure for thg tities.

Parallel to this growing influence on urban devebtepnt by economic activities the
legal instruments for the planning of the physstalicture have been created. Since
the last third of the ®century the local governments gained growing erflce in
the spatial pattern of the cities. The laws fordlarse control and development
schemes have been developed at the local levelthenegulation of construction
and uses became stronger in th® 26ntury, when the states took over and unified

the legal regulations for urban development.

Parallel in most European states a more or lesmgtivelfare state has been
developed, by which the poverty of the masses encities was challenged, and a
growing number of inhabitants was bewared of beogniiomeless because of
economic need. In all states, in which the takeedfindustrialization had taken
place, and in which the proletarian masses weracéd by the rapidly growing
cities, approaches to different forms of ,socialsing’ have been developed, i.e.
they started with the creation of a segment of mgugrovision, in which the
quality of housing was not directly dependent frdme economic power of the
tenants. Steps into a decommodifaction of housiagehbeen undertaken in the
industrializing European states and cities, but motthe U.S. (Harloe 1995).
By this in the European cities those slums and @B&etould be avoided which are
so typical for American cities. There first mantesons, describend by Friedrichs
Engels, could be deconstructed in the run of tHe @tury, and the creation of
more and new ones has been hindered by the gros¥fagtivity of national and

local social policies since the late ™L@entury. Also the state-financed urban
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renewal programmes, which caused physical renavatidhe high dense inner-city
neighbourhood with an insufficient physical qualigy poor population living in.

Despite of the social consequences of the urbaawalnprogrammes (the relocation
of the working class resp. the underclasses), $t mever doubted that ,the city* as a
whole should feel responsible for the living-coradis in the inner city areas, and

that these quarters should not be determined fiegra capitalist restructuring.

As a consequence of these historical developmdht®day the core of the model of a
European City is the public influence on urban dgwment, and the perception of the
city as a collective identity — what becomes vdear, if you compare f.e. the structure
and the development of marginalized neighbourhaodsmerican and European cities
(see Wacquant ....) This means that there exist taabba differences in the overall

making of the cities (see Strom 2001, 224-239), iantthe degree of social integration
as well. The welfare state systems (Esping-Andet880) as well as the urban policies
embedded therin mark sharp difference betweenscitidiich are only a setting for

market-exchanges and those, which have more commanitieir social and spatial

development (Lehto 2000).

7. Americanization and Alternatives

Whereas the social organization of the Europeandades not play a significant role in
the contemporary debates on urban developmentropguthe image and the physical
structure of the European City experience a reanss (see Siebel 2004). Together
with the decline of social housing in most Europesaates and with the financial
squeeze of municipalities the influence of publiecidions on the socio-spatial
organization of the cities has been diminshing diically. The privatization of
housing, the selling of public land, the sellingpablic entrprises, the commodification
of public and social services — we can observeetlmsitcies everywhere. There is

tendency to the dissolution of the citiy as a pughbod.

The ,Americanization‘ of the European City seemsb# under way, and this would
mean the convergence to the market-led organizatioime cities. Perversely at the
same time ,New Urbanism‘, a nostalgic, Europeananriforms simulating urban

design, propagandates the image of the Europegra€i postmodern orientation - but
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without any cultural or social analogy to the ttemhial European City. This

‘rediscovery’ of the European City is just a fal&epel 2004).

But we also find the proclamation of a new futuve the model of the 'European City’
by urban sociologists, who appeal to Max Weber e &s to the special traditions of
European cities and to the historic and geopgraplpeculiarities of the European
urban system. Arnaldo Bagnasco and Patrick Le Ga@®&0) argue spunkily for a new
notion of the European City and for new analytjgatspectives in contrast to American
urban sociogy. Their basic argument is that thdimlag significance of the nation-
states (as a consequence of globalization and Eanggation) is incidental for a ‘power
vacuum', which could give new opportunities fordbor regional action. For them this
not only a thesis, and not a question: Their ,ati@dy standpoint’ is, that “cities have
become political and economic actors in Europe” Fp. “Cities are clearly again
becoming actors, ... they create their own identitie€ities remain significant tiers of
social and political organisation. ... “Cities ...nstitute sperate units as actors* (p. 6).
They state, a “new climate of doubt and uncertafotythe higher authorities: (this
constitutes) a new historical interlude ... (arft§ toom for maneouvre is growing for
cities* (p. 7) — and moreover: “the classical modélthe medevial European city
remains alive and well.“ (p. 10). “It is not the M¥&eber integrated medevial city, but
it counts for something ... the city has meaning’ {5). They are in favour of a
renaissance of Regionalism, what means “resistah¢eaditional societies to market
penetration* (17). The argumentr has been moreoedddd in Le Gales’ recent book
(2002).

The basic argument for this new notion is thaha)European urban system is different
from the American (more medium-sized cities, lesetraplises), b) that the
appreciation of an urban culture never has finistaed c) that cities remain strongly

regulated.

We can basically agree to that, but some queséorains open: what is the basis for a
local identity or for the formation of the city associal resp. political subject? Part of
the answer should be, how the impact of globabsatin the urban fabric is perceived:

does it split the cities, separate globally linkedts of the city from the local networks,
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which become more and more dependent and margdali®r is there a close relation
between global and local networks, which is neagsfar global action, as global

actors must be embedded in local networks (andiadj? If the second is true, the
question still remains, wether this is a basidfierformation of a political subject in the
sense, that includes redistributional capacity. [&/the conditions for local action are
converging more and more by the internationalizabeconomic relations, and by the
enourmous power, international players have acHiexeer the last two decades, we

can observe remarkable differences in local regmtesthese tendencies.

Historic differences, coherent development straggithe public provision of the
infrastructure, and the still existing identity @fies, make European cities distinct from
the urban reality in the United States. Form, celtypolicies and the living-conditions
of European cities legitimate the demand for a neentation in urban theory, that is

able to take into account these differences.

8. Conclusion

The European City was a creation of the ownershefland, who at the same time
formed the economic and cultural forces of urbawetiment. They conceived
themselves as a distinct class, and this sociascteted on the basis of political
autonomy. This class dominated the cities, and dis va revolutionary force by
defending it's autonomy. This was the contributioin the European City to the

development of modern civilisation.

Along with the process of democratisation in the 8" century and early 2dcentury

the dominating role has been taken over by thee statp. by the elcted local
administrators. They represented somewhat whatliedc'Gemeinwohl' in German — a
‘common interest’, not only the specific interestone specific class, but the common

interest of an imagined modern city.

The professionalisation of urban planning, anddtecept of ‘the modern city’ during
the 20" century very often led to the destruction of tietdric heritage of the Eiropean

cities. The opposition against this destruction eanfirst from the remaining tradition
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of the bourgoisie — represented today by the dshing bourgois classes, and the new

middle-classes, which have developed an new tastartban life.

Today the opposition against the market-lead medems to be weaker than in any
time before. The political support for collectivensiitions is undermined by
individualization and by neoliberal hegemony. Thiea of the regeneration or
revitalisation of the European City is based ugmnrotion of a lively regional or local
identity, which spends energy for the struggle masfaithe uniforming forces of
globalisation. That this idea is not helpless il or naive, can only be justified by
the reality of the traditional interventionist rad¢ the local authorities in urban history.

Can this be revitailized? This hope is the legdaye Europena City.
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